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ARGUMENTS PRESENTED FOR PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

The applicant presents the following arguments in support of the Pre-Appeal Brief 
Request for Review attached herewith. Payment of the $500 fee is being submitted 
concurrently with this submission. If this is insufficient in any way, please charge the required 
fee to Deposit Account No. 18-1 167. 

In the Final Office Action (FOA) mailed 10 May 2006, the examiner generated several 
drawings to support his position that Tanaka (U.S. 5,909,148) anticipates independent claims 1, 
1 0, and 24. However, these drawings and the corresponding conclusions presented by the 
examiner directly contradict the plain teachings of Tanaka, as discussed in detail in the 
applicant's after final response mailed 10 July 2006. The following briefly addresses this point, 
with heavy reference to the applicant's after final response. 
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The examiner agues that element 9 (NCO) in Figure 1 of Tanaka outputs a PLL clock 
signal within the meaning of the applicant's claims. In an attempt to prove this point, the 
examiner includes Figure C in the FOA. As stated on p. 5, II. 7 - 8 of the FOA, the examiner 
redraws Tanaka's Figure 1 to generate Figure C. The examiner then uses Figure C to support 
his position that NCO 9 outputs the applicant's claimed output clock signal. However, Figure C 
differs from Tanaka's Figure 1 in some critical ways. In particular, Tanaka's Figure 1 labels the 
input to NCO 9 as g(nT). Contrastingly, Figure C generated by the examiner labels the output 
of NCO 9 as g(nT). The examiner then asserts that this alleged output of NCO 9 corresponds to 
the claimed output clock signal. For additional details, the applicant directs the Review Panel to 
p. 2 - 4 of the after final response. 

The applicant further notes that Figure C, as presented by the examiner in the FOA, 
shows that the output of NCO 9 is provided to the PLL complex multiplying device 8 and is 
output from a digital PLL circuit. However, Tanaka does not disclose this signal arrangement. 
Figure 1 of Tanaka clearly shows that NCO 9 only provides the output signal to the PLL 
complex multiplying device 8 . In other words, Tanaka shows that the output of NCO 9 serves 
as an internal feedback control signal that goes only to the PLL Complex Multiplying Device 8. 
See Figure 1 , col. 4, line 66 - col. 5, line 26, and col. 5, lines 43 - 50 of Tanaka. 

Because the anticipation rejection is based on the NCO 9 as shown in the examiner's 
Figure C (see p. 5 - 7 of the FOA and particularly the bold text at the top of p. 7), and because 
the NCO 9 operates differently in the examiner's Figure C than in Tanaka's Figure 1 , the 
examiner's anticipation rejection cannot be maintained. For at least this reason, the applicant 
requests that the panel reverse the anticipation rejection cited against independent claims 1,10, 
and 24. 
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Further, Tanaka does not teach filter adaptation within the meaning of claims 1,10, and 
24, as discussed in detail on p. 4 - 5 of the after final response. For this reason as well, Tanaka 
does not anticipate independent claims 1,10, and 24. 

In light of the above remarks and the remarks presented in the after final response dated 
10 July 2006, the applicant respectfully requests that the Review Panel reverse the anticipation 
rejections cited by the examiner. 



Respectfully submitted, 
COATS & BENNETT, P.LL.C. 



Dated: 10 August 2006 
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